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Comment on the proposed conservation of Borelis de Montfort, 1808 (Foraminiferida), 
and on the neotype of its type species 

(Case 2225/6: sec BZN 45: 1 1 6- 1 1 7) 

F. T. Banner 

British Museum ( Natural History), Cromwell Road, London SW7 5BD, U.K. 

1 . It has been noted by Loeblich &Tappan (1988, p. 362) that the first designation of 
a neotype for Nautilus melo Fichtel & Moll, 1798, was by Smout (1963, pp. 265-266). 
This is the designation which is valid by Article 75e. Smout selected as neotype the 
specimen sectioned and figured by Reichel (1937, pp. 105-108, pi. 10, fig. 8) which was 
deposited in the Schlumberger collection, Sorbonne, Paris (specimen number 2405-3). 
This specimen had been collected by Schlumberger from the Leitha-kalk (Middle 
Miocene, ‘Tortonian’) exposed 3 km north of Bujtur in Transylvania (Romania). This 
locality becomes, by this designation, the restricted type locality of N. melo by Article 
75f; broad localities (‘vaterlanden’) in Transylvania were included by Fichtel & Moll 
( 1 798, p. 121, sources ‘d’ and ‘e’) for ‘ N . melo varietas a’. 

2. Reichel (1937) had named his specimen Neoalveolina melo (Fichtel & Moll) 
because he believed that Nautilus melo Fichtel & Moll was a senior synonym of 
Neoalveolina bradyi (Silvestri) ( Alveolina bradyi Silvestri, 1927), which had been 
correctly designated (by Bakx, 1932, p. 208) as type species of Neoalveolina Silvestri, 
1927. Reichel chose to use Neoalveolina because its more modern morphological 
description ‘exclut toute erreur d’interpretation’, but, because he also believed that 
melo was a species which could be firmly identified, he should have used the name 
Borelis. 

3. In his text, Reichel (1937, p. 107) divided the species melo into three subspecies 
{melo Fichtel & Moll, haueri d’Orbigny, 1846, and curdica n.subsp.) based upon devi- 
ation of the gross test from a spherical shape. On this basis, Reichel morphologically 
distinguished between Fichtel & Moll’s melo var. a (‘forme ovo'ide, indice du type 1 -25’) 
and melo var. p (‘indice 0-85-M, forme spherique ou aplatie aux poles’). Reichel 
thought that var. a was the same as haueri d’Orbigny, while var. p was melo sensu 
stricto. Consequently he (1937, pp. 106-107) provisionally (‘provisoirement’) ident- 
ified his figured specimens (1937, pi. 10, figs. 8, 9) as melo var. p Fichtel & Moll. Smout 
(1963) was in agreement with this, and designated one of these specimens (2405-3, 
illustrated by Reichel, 1937, pi. 10, fig. 8) as neotype for N. melo. However, Rogl & 
Hansen (1984, pp 71 72) reached a different conclusion regarding the identity of the 
‘varieties’ recognised by Fichtel & Moll (1798). 

4. Although ‘no material of Nautilus melo is recorded in the acquisition catalogue of 
1812’ (which recorded the acquisition by the Naturhistorischen Museum in Vienna of 
the rest of the Fichtel & Moll collection) (Rogl & Hansen, 1984, p. 71), Rogl and 
Hansen found specimens which had been labelled ‘ Nautilus melo var. P’ by E. Fliigel at 
some unknown date (but probably about 1960). It is correct to say that ‘the origin and 
identity of the preserved material of Nautilus melo var. p remains questionable’ (Rogl & 
Hansen, 1984, p. 72). 

The collections of the Naturhistorischen Museum in Vienna contain no authentic 
specimens of melo var. P, just as they contain no original specimens o {melo var. a. The 
fact that Rogl & Hansen (1984) believed the specimens labelled ‘ melo var. P’ to be 
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referable to Nonionina bulloides cTOrbigny, 1 846 (the type species of Pullenia Parker & 
Jones, 1862) is not relevant to the status of N. bulloides, Pullenia or Nautilus melo 
( Borelis melo), except that it provides the reason for the designation by Rogl & Hansen 
(1984) of a neotype for N. melo which corresponds to var. a Fichtel & Moll. Rogl & 
Hansen were unaware of Smout’s earlier designation of a neotype which corresponds 
to var. p. 

5. Among the localities cited for Nautilus melo var. a by Fichtel & Moll (1798) were 
two in Transylvania: one (‘vaterland d’) was that of a whitish, biogenic limestone for 
which no precise locality in Transylvania was given, and the other was described as 
being stunde’ from Unter-Pestisch (al Pestis) (‘vaterland e’). The latter was believed 
by Reichel (1937, p. 106) to be undoubtedly of Miocene age and to be the same as the 
outcrop 3 km north of Bujtur, which had been collected by Schlumberger (see para 1). 
‘Al Pestis’ is now known as Pestesu d.j., and it lies about 4-5 km from Bujtur, south of 
Deva in Transylvania; both localities have outcrops of the same Middle Miocene age 
(Badenian, according to Rogl, personal communication). 

6. The specimens from which Rogl & Hansen (1984, pp. 71-72, pi. 29, figs. 5-6, pi. 
30, figs 1^1) subsequently chose their neotype came from the Badenian of the brickyard 
Baden-Sooss, Vienna Basin. This was not a locality cited by Fichtel & Moll (1798, 
1803); the only locality (‘vaterland a’) cited from the Vienna Basin by Fichtel & Moll 
(1798, p. 120-121) was that of ‘ganz weiss zu Brunn am Steinfeld in Unterosterreich’ 
(‘colore albo ad Brunn am Steinfeld Austriae inferioris’), about 10 km north-east of 
Baden, which was not collected by Rogl & Hansen (1984). Therefore, the specimens 
described and illustrated as Nautilus melo var. a Fichtel & Moll by Rogl & Hansen 
(1984) are not topotypic. 

7. D'Orbigny (1846) had obtained specimens, which he identified as Alveolina 
melo from Steinfeld, Vienna Basin, and others, which became the types of A. haueri 
d’Orbigny, from Baden, Vienna Basin. These specimens were redescribed in the 
revision of the d'Orbigny collections (given to d’Orbigny by von Hauer), present in 
Vienna, by Papp & Schmid (1985). These authors distinguished between melo and 
haueri in the same manner as that developed by Reichel (1937) (i.e., melo was sub- 
globular while haueri was overall or fusiform). However, Papp & Schmid (1985) did not 
cite the work of Rogl & Hansen (1984) in the proposal of a neotype for Nautilus melo, 
but they (Papp & Schmid, 1985) did consider both melo and haueri to be synonymously 
conspecific. 

8. In summary, the application by Hansen & Rogl (BZN 45: 1 1 6-1 1 7) to validate by 
ICZN agreement their designation (Rogl & Hansen, 1984) of a neotype for Borelis melo 
(Fichtel & Moll) (Nautilus melo Fichtel & Moll, 1 798) is not appropriate because: 

(a) the specimen selected is not topotypic for Nautilus melo Fichtel & Moll, and, 
more importantly, 

(b) a neotype (preserved in a well curated collection) had already been designated by 
Smout (1963). 

9. Drs Rogl and Hansen have accepted (personal communication, letters of 13 June 
1988) that Smout’s designation of a neotype for Nautilus melo Fichtel & Moll, 1798, is 
valid because of its priority. 

10. With the exception of the designation of the neotype, the remainder of the 
proposals made by Hansen & Rogl (BZN 45: 1 17) are fully justified and should be 
supported. 
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Comment on the proposal to set aside the status of the putative type specimen of Siluris 
felis Linnaeus, 1766 (currently Ariopsis felis; Osteichthyes, Siluriformes) 

(Case 2533; see BZN44: 31-35) 

Alwyne Wheeler 

Department of Zoology, British Museum ( Natural History), London SW7 5BD, U.K. 

1. The application to set aside the putative type specimen of Silurus felis Linnaeus, 
1 766 on the grounds that the specimen is referable to the taxon currently known as 
Bagre marinus (Mitchill, 1815) would have the effect of conserving two well-known 
names for fishes which have economic importance. As such it is desirable in the interest 
of taxonomic stability, and merits support. However, the application is flawed by its 
reliance on inferences which are unsupported by evidence and does not give the most 
probable explanation for the cause of the confusion. To redress this imbalance the 
following comments are offered. 

2. There is no evidence that Linnaeus had more than one specimen of Silurus felis. In 
other cases where he had more than one specimen of a fish he gave two sets of meristic 
data (for example, Chloroscombrus ehrysurus (Linnaeus, 1766) of which he had four 
examples (Wheeler, 1 985, p. 55)). However, this practice was not invariable. In the case 
of Silurus felis Linnaeus gave only the single set of data. Despite this the application 
(para. 1) refers to ‘one or more specimens’ and (para. 6) that it ‘seems probable’ that 
‘Linnaeus based his description on two or more specimens’. These conjectures later 
become authoritative (para. 13): ‘there is no reason to believe that it was the sole type’, 



